in the collection belonging to the Ptolemaic period, which are for the most part extremely fragmentary, the three printed below are the most important. Two of these (Inv. Nos. 10351 and 10371) are closely connected with each other; and their historical interest naturally gives them the first place. Their provenance is Gebelen, near the ancient Crocodilopolis; and their subject is a quarrel which occurred between the inhabitants of that town and those of the neighbouring Hermonthis (Erment) in the 48 th year of Euergetes II (B. C. 123). Both documents are written by inhabitants of Crocodilopolis, who represent the Hermonthites as the aggressors. The population of Hermonthis appears to have been particularly restless and troublesome at this period. Two other extant papyri refer to disputes or disturbances which took place there about the same time. The earlier of these is an unpublished papyrus in the British Museum (DCX, cf. Grenfell, Gr. Pap. I p. 64), dated in the 33 rd year of Philometor, in which the priests of Hermonthis petition the king respecting a dispute with the priests of Pathyris. The subject of the quarrel, which was sufficiently bitter to result in bloodshed, was the ownership of an island to which both sides laid claim. Our second source of information is the letter of a soldier, written in the 40 th year of Euergetes II (Revillout, Melanges 295; Strack, Dynastie der Ptolemäer 46, n.), which speaks of a military expedition to Hermonthis whose inhabitants were in revolt. The Gizeh papyri carry on the history seven years later, and complete the picture of disorder and misgovernment prevailing in the Thebaid during these troublous times.
No. 10351 is made up of four fragments, containing three columns of writing, the last of which is upon the verso. The mutilation of the beginning of col. I and the end of col. Ill makes it uncertain who were the writers of the document and whom they addressed; and also whether they were presenting a petition or simply giving information. The tone of the opening formula and the fulness of the details, some of which would be irrelevant in a petition, favour the latter hypothesis. Nr. 10371 ; consisting of two fragments, is a petition to Amphicles, the υπομνηματογράφος^ from the priests of Souchos at Crocodilopolis (who may also be the writers of No. 10351), relating to the same aggression but with special reference to the damage done to the property of the king and of their temple. The narrative is a good deal more compressed here than in the previous document, which however it supplements in one or two details. Putting the two accounts together we arrive at the following series of events. About Thoth 1 in the 48 th year (10371. 4., 10351. 10) the inhabitants of Hermonthis, aided by reinforcements from the surrounding villages, made nine breaches in the dyke to the north of Crocodilopolis (10351. 5if.), i. e., on the side nearest their own town. On Thoth 3 the attack was repeated on the further side of Crocodilopolis, where the Hermonthites effected fifteen more breaches in the dyke (10351. lOff.), having previously killed the guards stationed there (10371. 6). They then marched close up to Crocodilopolis itself, and besieged an outpost (10371. 11); a general engagement resulted, in which the Hermonthites were defeated (10351. 15 -18). On the thirteenth (of the same month?) a force from Hermonthis came up the Nile to Crocodilopolis in a boat, and a fight took place on the river; while simultaneously an engagement occurred on land in which both the cavalry and infantry of the rival cities took part (10351. 20ff.). At this point the narrative breaks off. When it is resumed (10351. 30), the scene has shifted to the sacred island of Souchos, where another pitched battle was fought; but whether this was an the same day as the events already described or upon a subsequent occasion cannot be determined. During this engagement a number of priests (?) who were assisting the Crocodilopolites and were probably inhabitants of the island, were routed and fled to the river, where many of them were drowned. Apparently the Crocodilopolites as a whole were worsted on this occasion; but in any case this was the end of the fighting, for in the next scene (10351. 46 ff.) they are represented as sending a deputation to Hermonthis, on the invitation of that town, to arrange terms of peace. The commissioners of the rival cities seem to have settled their differences in a very convivial manner. In the transcription of the texts we have followed our usual method. Round brackets denote expansions of abbreviations; square brackets, lacunae; double square brackets, erasures in the original; angular brackets, letters mistakenly omitted. 10. λνΰαντες έκχρήμ,ατα in equivalent to διακόψαντες όιαβφαγάς ("made breaches") in 10371. 6, as is shown by 11. 14 and 15 below, where the total number of εκχρήμ,ατα is the same as that of the διαβφαγαί in 10371. The word εκχρημ,α is new. 1) Es wird ε ιη ccv ως \ βονλόμϊ]ε&α oder hnlich zu erg nzen sein. U. W. ανέλνΰαν may be intransitive, "they returned", or may refer to βαΰι-λικον χώμα, "they destroyed it".
17. G(TI)I· the insertion of η seems to be the simplest remedy, the reference of course being to the official to whom this letter or petition was addressed. It is true that the familiarity of the greeting and the fact that the name of the addressee has the inferior position indicate that he was not a person whose τνχη would be expected to be much involved in the result of the fight. But if he was worth appealing to he would also be worth a little flattery.
18 2. leg. Ιερέων. 6. φονενοαντες διέκοψαν has been altered to εφόνενβαν διακόψαντες. It is noticeable that no mention of the slaughter of the Crocodilopolite guards is made in the parallel account (10351. 5 -10).
9ff. Cf. 10351. 10 ff. The φρουρών mentioned in 1. 11 below does not figure in the previous version.
10. The doubtful word inserted above the line might also be read as 12. ε[ί]ς: ε has been corrected (from το?). A good deal has probably been lost between this line and 1. 11.
The following papyrus, Gizeh Museum Inv. Nr. 10388 ; was also found at Grebelen, and contains the will of Pachnoubis, son of Taskos ; written at Pathyris in the 47 th year of Euergetes II (B. C. 123). The only other extant wills of this century are that of Dryton (Grenfell, Greek Papyri I Nr. 21 = Brit. Mus. Pap. DCXVII) which is nearly complete, and some fragments also in the British Museum; see op. cit. nos 12 and 24 ; and Kenyon ; Catalogue II p. 2. The formula employed resembles that found in the numerous wills among the Petrie Papyri with one important exception. The clause common in 3 rl century B. C. wills, by which the king and queen and their descendants are appointed executors, disappears; and in its place we liave a clause (lines 18 -21 below) similar to that often found in contracts, punishing any violation of the will by two fines, one to the injured party and one to the state, a provision which occurs also in Oxyrhynclms wills of the Roman period. The original of Dryton's will no doubt contained a like clause, but the existing document, which is only a copy and is not even signed by the agent of the agoranomus, ends abruptly in the middle of a sentence beginning oC d' έπελεύβοντες (sic).
Pachnoubis' disposition of his property is remarkable for the inequality of the division and the practical disinheritance of his sons. The heirs are firstly his wife Tathotes ; who in spite of her thoroughly Egyptian name is described as a Persian, and secondly his two sons ίξ άλλης γυναικός. But the sons receive only a bed apiece (or perhaps a mattress and bed jointly), while Tathotes inherits not only the remainder of the household furniture, but all Pachnoubis' other property, consisting of live stock, a house, and twelve arourae of land. This division offers a striking contrast to the provisions of the will of Dryton. By that testament Dryton's property was divided approximately into two halves, of which one went to Esthladas, the son of Dryton's deceased first wife Sarapias, the other to Dryton's second wife Apollonia and four daughters by the second marriage. It is possible that the άλλη γυνή so curtly mentioned in line 6 was a concubine and contrasted with the lawful wife Tathotes. But the phraseology of Dryton's will forbids us to lay much stress on the expression ^ 6vv-ειμι γυναικι κατά νόμους, for though it is applied (with the alteration of βυνήμην for ούνειμι) only to Dryton's first wife, his second wife Apollonia was none the less lawfully wedded; cf. Gr. Pap. I no. 21 1. 18 with 19 1. 6 and 20 1. 3. It is more probable therefore that the άλλη γννή in the present case was a previous wife who had either been divorced or died, and that Pachnoubis had quarrelled with his sons by her. The bequest of a bed may well have been the Egyptian method of cutting off with a shilling.
The papyrus concludes with the signatures of the testator and of the usual six witnesses (all of whom were mercenaries), written by the agent of the agoranomus. Thus, like most of the wills in the Petrie Papyri, the document is no doubt only a copy of the original will.
The writing is clear semi-uncial. The ordinary symbols for έτος and ίίρουρα occur, and there are several abbreviations, μιβ&οφόρων and ιππέων are represented respectively by a large Μ and Π with I drawn through the middle. On the verso are two lines of demotic. 
